DOCUMENT RESUME 



ED 057 791 



JC 720 027 



AUTHOR 

TITLE 



PUB DATE 
NOTE 



Blackburn, Robert T. ; Bylsma, Donald, Jr. 

Changes in organisational Structure and in Locus of 
Decision Making: A Test of Theory^ in Community 
Colleges Before and After Collective Negotiations. 
[70] 

17p. 



EDRS PRICE MF-S0.65 HC-$3.29 

DESCRIPTORS ^Arbitration; ^Collective Bargaining; ^Collective 

Negotiation; ^Employer Employee Relationship; 
Evaluation Methods; Interviews; Junior Colleges 



ABSTRACT 

Hypotheses generated from organization theory stated 
that if the primary responsibilities in decision making shifted in 
either direction between faculty and administrators, there would be a 
resultant change in their organizational environment. In this paper 
six community colleges were analyzed for change in organizational 
structure after the institution had been subjected to external forces 
resulting from the onset of collective negotiations. Representatives 
from the administration and the faculty (union activists, union 
members, and anti- or non-union members) responded to a pretested 
interview schedule. This resulted in data being developed for four 
bureaucratic indices on 15 items relating to academic matters and 
faculty welfare. The findings revealed a democratizing of the 
organization and, at the same time, a formalizing of the bureaucracy. 
However, few changes occurred in the academic area after negotiations 
were concluded, although many gains were realized with regard to 
faculty welfare. Statistical analysis of the data revealed 
significant differences in many areas and thus it was concluded that 
the underlying hopotheses were generally confirmed ^ (Author/AL) 
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ABSTRACT 



Hypotheses derived from organlzaticmal theoiv vlth respect to 
structural changes and locus of decision-making resulting from 
external forces are tested in six community colleges after the 
onset of collective negotiations. Representatives from the admin- 
istration and the faculty (union activists » iinlon member, and antl- 
or non-union membezn ) responded to pretested Interview schedules 
providing data for four biireaucratlc indices and on fifteen items 
relating to academic matters and to facialty welfare. The findings 
reveal a democratizing of the organization at the same time there 
was a formalizing of the bxireaucracy. Few changes occured in the 
academic arena after negotiations} many gains were realized with 
regard to faculty ■welfare. The "undergirding theory recel-ves a 
general confirmation. 







CHANGES IN ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE AND IN LOCUS 



OF DECISION MAKING! A TEST OF THEORY IN COMMUNITY 
COLLEGES BEFORE AND AFTER COLLECTIVE NEGOTIATIONS 

INTRODUCTION 

Organizational theojrlstB interested in change have identified in 
business organizations a growing trend towards a more participatory 
form of decision srJcing* This trend is partially evidenced by the 
gradual breakdown of traditional systems of hierarchical structures 
as organizations attempt to cope with rapid social change* The general 
consensus of writers in the Held of organizational theory is that 
vmless a form of participatory control occurs the life of an organ- 
ization is threatened* Bennis« for example, writes: "Democracy becomes 
a functio n al necessity whenever a social system is cosseting for sur- 
vival under conditions of chronic change (1966, p* 19)*" 

Democratization of an organization and changes in structure are closely 
related. If an organization is moving toward democratization, then, as 
pointed out by Katz and Kahn, at least the hierarchical structure m\jst 
be modified, if not completely restructured (1966, pp* 212 - 213 )* Reasons 
for the trend toward democratization ^d organizational change may be 
z&any * However, most theorists agree that external forces provide a 
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a priiiciped. impetus. Katz and Kahn have observed "drastic or revolu- 
tlonairy changes are initiated or made possible by ertemal forces 
( 1966 , p».UU9)." As pbinted out by Rose (1965* pp. ^70-UT7)» and 
by Katz and Kahn ( 1966 , p. UU 6 ), external forces may be of many types, 
including legislation. 

In the state of Michigan, Public Act 379* also knovm as the Hutchinson 
Act, vas passed in 1969* It exists as an external force capable of 
giving impetus to organizational changes for public employees. Section 
9 of the Act grants public en^loyees the right to organize and bargain 
collectively with their public employers. Commtjnity colleges are one 
kind of ptiblia organization affected by this external force. This 
provision creates a fundament-al change in the relationship between 
faculties and their enployeirs. For the first time, it gives facxalties 
the legal right to demand that their ei^ployers mbet with them to discuss 
wages, hours, and other terms and conditions of employment. 

According to Bloch and Prince ( 1967 , pp. 30-31), this type of funda- 
mental change, if exercised, acts to alter the distribution of power In 
affected organizations. Prior to the passage of this Act, facilities 
in community colleges had neither tradition (as in the* case of faculties 
in font year colleges) nor a legal right to discuss the sharing of power 
in governance with their employers. The Hutchinson Act gives faculty 
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the legal power to discuss governance under the contention that shared 
decision making could be considered "other terms and conditions of 
employment." 

If Geurrison (1965* PP» 29-82) and the American .<Vssociation for Higher 
Education (12967, p. 10) are correct in their analysis of major concerns 
of community college faculties, then it is to be expected that faculties 
are exez^lng p^~essures for increased participation in governance. Such 
pressures may initiate changes in the locus of decision making. In 
tvim, this forces should require some changes in organizational structure 
(Katz and Kahn 1966, po 259). 

A change in the locus of decision making will produce changes in the 
organizational structure of any Instltixtion. For exajrple, if initially 
an institution resembles a loosely structure bureaucracy, then the 
onset of negotiations could act to change the college in at least two 
ways. In one instance, the institution's structure tightens and becomes 
more formalized. Greater in^ersonality, more definitive rules and 
regulations for both the employer and the eu 5 )loyee. Increased special- 
ization of roles, and more of a hierarchy are indices of tli^tenlng in 
a bureaucratic structiare. On th« other hand, even though the Institu- 
tion might tighten structurally, it may become more democratic in natiire. 
The locTis of decision making shifts from administrative dominance to one 
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which Includes faculty on a more 2 -tspresentative basis. Some of the 
factors that make for a tightened bureaucracy act to democratize 
decision makj.ng in an institution (Govildner 195*+, p. 2U), For 
example, more definitive rules and regulations can provide for 
increased faculty participation in decision making since these very 
rules may insure such an otxtcome. 

The general thnxst of this lnq.xilry is to determine changes In the 
locus of decision making and also in crganizational pattf^rns relating 
to structure when collective negotiations enter the arena. The general 
hypothesis may be stated as follows: 

Accompanying faculty pressures for an increased role in decision 
making, the organizational structure of the community college will hacve 
experienced structural changes. These changes will tighten the bureau'* 
cratic structure of the community college and act to move the institu- 
tion uoward a more representative bureaucracy. 

The Setting 

A purposeful selection of six M5.chlgan community colleges which had 
mdertaken collective negotiations almost at the onset of the opportunity 
in 1963 were chosen so as to control for possible Intervening variables 
— size (that is, the enrollment in the institution), the type of bargaining 
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agent (APT, NISA, or Independent), and the structure of the local imit 
(separate comniunlty college hoard or else combined with and part of the 
elementary and secondary schools). The colleges were selected so that 
the setting In each Instance was ro\ighly the same. The colleges 
studied were neither from the very largest urban areas nor from smaller, 
more rural commimltiss. 

Methodology 

Eight respondents were chosen from each institution. Each had had 
continous employment at the institution, dating back to before collective 
negotiations. Two were administrators, one always being the pier'ident ; 
two were umlon activists; two were union members, but iion-activists; 
end two were anti-vaiionists or non-mion members. The classification 
of respondents in each category was accon^lished partially by an Individ- 
u^'s position in the institution and partially by established reputar- 
tional methods. 

An interview schedule was constructed and pre-tested. One section 
called for general changes in organizational and faculty influence and 
was composed of twelve statements each having four parts. Each statement 
determined if the institution had shown any movement toward or away from 
a formalized bureaucratic type of structure since 1965. The fo\ir 
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bureaucratic characteristics advanced by Blau (19^6) and by Broom wd 
Selznick (1968, p. U6). These are specialization, a system of nxLes 
and regulations, inpersonality, and hierarchy. 

A second section of the instinscent had ten statements for ascertaining 
attitudes of desirability or undesirability on the part of the respondents 
regarding the directicm of movement as they perceived it, A third section 
determined the role the faculty organization had played in effecting any 
change. Finally, a fourth part ac$],ulred attitudes of the respondents 
in reference to the role or lack of role of the faculty organization in 
effecting any change or lack of change. Institutional documents — 
faculty handbooks, negotiated contracts, and the like -- vere collected 
to corroborate the interview data. Appropriate statistical analyses 
were run. 

Findings 

As shown in Table 1, movement toward greater Sgecializatl^ ( Indice A) 
is significant at the .01 level in one of the three areas of Investigation 
(\'nilch Groups Make Decisions), approaches slgnlfiaence in another (Arbltrar- 
riness of Dismissal), and fails to achieve statistical significance in the 
third (standard Sets of Qtialificatlons ). 

[insert Table 1 about here] 
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NUMBER AND PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS INDICATING MOVEMENT ON BUREAUCRACY INDICES 
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With resx>ect to RtQ.es and Segitlations (Indice B), two of the three 
areas investigated show a significant movement towards a more structured 
hxireaucreu^. Both fac\ilty meaaber's and administrator's roles are more 
specifically defined, according to the respondents. Moreover, the data 
suggests that the more specifically defined roles for hoth groins appear 
to have come abovrt without an Increase in the nxmber of rules and 
regulations. 

With the respect to Indice C on Impers onali ty . one of the two factors 
is statistically significant at the ,03 level. Finally Indice D on 
Hier^c^, one factor (Admlnistrat,or-Fac\xlty Ratio) approaches 
significance. 

T\imlng to the findings with respect to change in locus of decision 
making. Table 2 shows that statistically significant changes in decision 
making have occurred in only two of the nine academic are&a investigated, in 

[insert Table 2 about here] 

faculty appointments and in administrative appointments. As indicated by 
the frequency distribution and the scores, a shift towards more 

faculty involvement has occurred in every instance. 

Table 3 shows that on all items investigated relating to faculty I'relfare 
significant changes have occiirred. In fact, with the exception of time 
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Text Selection Before 19^5 38 8 0 2 0 1.29 

1969 39 8 1 0 0 1.21 »l8 n. 

^.0 = Administrative only; U.O = Administration with facility advisory; 3.0 = Co-equal; 
2.0 = Faculty with administrative advisory; and 1.0 = Faculty only. 

^Kolmogorov Smirnov Test (Siegel 1956, pp. 127-136). 
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assignments all changes are significant at the .001 level. The diirection 

[Insert Table 3 about here] 

of all changes has been towards greater faculty participation. 

In H iTwrni mry , while changes occurred in both the academic and welfare 
areas, the overwhelming aLLteration has taken place with respect to the 
latter. ^ 

ConclualonB 

While not every anticipated change reached statisticaLL significance, 
many did. All were in the predicted direction. Those that changed 
the least were the ones where faculty control wew alreawJy the greatest 
(for example, in textbook selection). Only in Hierarchy indices were 

2 

no significant differences aLchieved, although one meaisure approached it. 



1. For a more extensive presentation of the findings, consult Bylama ( 1969 ). 

2. In retrospect , closeness of stpervisiim while clearly a bureaucratic 
practice, is at the same time almost the quintessence of faculty anathema. 

If administrators are reacting to faculty presstires in the academic arei», 
it is really not sTirprising that they did not push for closer supervision 
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Thus the study affords an overall confirmation of its tmdergirdlng 
theory. By applying the theory to a heretofore untested domain « 
corroboration enhances its generalizabilltyo The positive outcomes 
endorse the extension of the theory to nev settings. 

Discussion 

Of the many unanswered q.uestions of a practical kind vis a vis the 
structure and governance of community colleges, two merit inmediate 
further analysis. One ceOLls for research on the newly created subor-> 
ganization within the parent hody^ namely, the union itself. As the 
union consumes resources (faculty dollars and time, to name but two) 

2 ? 

at this Juncture. The frequency of visiting classrooms will not increase 
in a noticiable way. 

As for the administrator-faculty ratio, another study now in progress 
comparing cfjmjSTunity colleges with and without collective negotiations is 
revealing that those engaged in the practice have a statistically higher 
proportion, of administrators to faculty than those who do not have unions. 

VIhy the increase in this strdy fedled to achieve ftill statistical significance 
remains Tjnknown. Perhaps three years was too short for grievance officers, 
regtilar rather than consultant bargainers, and others who have become 
administrative office holders within the organization. 
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tor its own loalntalnance and for goals It sets vlth respect to growth 
and accoioplishment , how are other ongoing commitments f siring? What is 
the cost and consequence of newly created administrative offices (law- 
yers, negotiators, grievance officers, secretaries, etc» )? Is this 
another professional cadre? Trained how and where? ihi so on* The 
introduction of a new influential sub-organization in higher education 
needs invastigation. 

The second ponders the enigma of rather small faculty gains in the 
8u:ademic area* Was the talk of union leaders merely rhetoric appealing 
to the high level ethical instincts of academic whereas economic welfare 
was really all ^hat was intended? Is there a distinctive ideological 
difference between facility in community colleges and those in four year 
institutions that shows community college faculty are really satisfied 
with the limited role they play in academic decision making? (Perhaps 
the difference arises from uncoo^arable socialization processes, the 
community college faculty having ccmie from the high school setting 
and the four year faculty directly from the graduate school)* Those 
and related questions regarding distinctly different practices in 
faculty participation in governance need illumination for a better 
understanding of the community college as a social organization* 
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